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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. Claims 1 ,2,5,1 1 ,12 f 15,23-26,28„34,36,42-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Ali et al. (Patent No. 6,289,421 )in view of Greim et 
al.(patent No. 6,678,801). 

2. Ali taught (as per claims 1,11 ,34) the invention substantially as claimed including 
a data processing ("DP") system comprising: 

a) a processor (20) (e.g., see figs. 1 .2); 

b) A co-processor (10) separated from the processor by a boundary(e.g., see 
figs. 1,2); 

c) An interface (1) coupled with the processor (20) and said co-processor(10), 
comprising memory (first buffer 6,7) having at least two read/write ports for reading 
and writing data to said memory wherein said processor is coupled with one of said at 
least two ports and said co-processor is coupled with the other at least two ports 
operative to bridge the boundary(e.g., see figs. 1,2,3 and col. 4, line 8-col. 5, line 31); 

d) Control logic coupled with said at least two read/write ports (e.g., see col. 4, 
line 58-col. 5, line 52); 

e) wherein said processor stores data intended for said co-processor to said 
memory and reads data stored by said co-processor from said memory (e.g., see col. 

3. line 32-col. 4, line 7 and col. 4, lines 47-65); 

f) said coprocessor stores data intended for said processor to said memory and 
reads data stored by said co-processor from said memory independent of said co- ) 
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processor said co-processor stores data intended for said processor to said memory 
and reads data stored from said memory (e.g., see col. 4, lines 47-65); and said control 
logic operative to facilitate the reading of said stored data by said processor and said 
co-processor; and wherein said processor and said coprocessor are capable of storing 
data to said memory substantially simultaneously (e.g., see col. 4, line 57-col. 5, line 52 
and col. 2, lines 20-34). 

3. Ali did not expressly detail the control logic detecting when the coprocessor has 
stored data and to signal the processor or detecting when the processor has stored 
data to the memory and signaling the coprocessor (claims 1,11, 24, 34). Greim however 
taught control logic detecting data stored in a interface with a dual port memory(that 
acts as a message buffer) by an source processor and sending an interrupt to the 
destination processor (e.g., see col. 25, lines 10-col. 26, line 32 and col. 23, line 16-col. 
24, line 67)[the logic determines if a mailbox is written to and determines if a destination 
mailbox bit is enabled for determining when to send an interrupt to the destination 
processor]. Greim also taught the interrupt sent to the destination indicated data was 
stored and needed to be read by the destination and the destination could read all the 
contents(e.g., see col. 37, lines 17-51). 

4. Greim did not expressly detail (claim 24,25) receiving a read command from the 
coprocessor or processor. However, in the Greim teachings the destination processor 
received an interrupt indicating data was stored in the interface and needed to be read 
by the destination processor and could be serviced by reading the data in the mailbox 
by the destination. Therefore since the Greim system sent interrupt to plural processors 
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for stored messages then one of ordinary skill would have been motivated to have the 
particular destination processor of the plurality of processors send a read command 
when it was ready to read the data in the message buffer at least to provide proper 
control of sending the data to be read such as was well known in the art with respect to 
handshaking signals for access of data between systems. Note the in with the 
combination of the Ali and Greim teachings at least one destination processor would 
have been a coprocessor when the processor sent a message and the destination 
would have been the processor when the coprocessor sent a message. 

5. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the DP art to combine the 
teachings of Ali and Greim. Both references were directed to the problems for 
transferring data between processors using dual port memory. One of ordinary skill 
would have been motivated to incorporate the Greim teachings of interrupting the 
destination processor using the dual port memory interface at least to release the 
source processor from any tasks in the ensuring that the data reaches its destination 
and therefore reducing the load on the processors in the combined system. 

6. As to the limitations of claim 2,12,23,26 Ali taught the processors on different 
cards or boards and therefore the boundary would have comprised a printed circuit 
board to printed circuit board connected couple to the processor and co-processor (e.g., 
see figs 1 , 2,3). The use of connectors that isolate the connected devices from the bus 
were well known in the art at the claimed invention. One of ordinary skill implementing 
the Ali and Greim system would have been motivated to use these tristate type 
connectors to at least protect the connected devices for electrical surges when not 
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actively transferring data and to reduce power drain a from plural elements and 
connected to the bus and ensure stability of signals transferred bus without interference. 

7. As to claim 5,15,28,36 Ali taught the co-processor comprising a task specific 
processor (DSP) (e.g., figs, 1 ,2 and col. 3, line 32-53). 

8. As per claims 42-45. Greim taught the memory interface logic detecting that the 
data stored was for a particular processor by checking status information stored by the 
destination processor (e.g., see col. 25, lines 1-62). 

9. Claims 3,4,6,7,8,9,10,13,14,16,17, 18,19,20,21,22,27,29,30,31,32, 33,35,37, 
38,39,40,41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ali and 
Greim as applied to claims 1 ,2,5,1 1 ,24,34, above, and further in view of Kowalczyk 
(patent No. 4,744,078)(cited in the last office action). 

10. As per claim 3,4,13,14,27,35 Kowalczyk taught transfer between a system bus 
and a network bus. Therefore one of ordinary skill have been motivate to connect the 
best available network devices to the network bus. Since at least some network devices 
would have comprised different characteristics for the transferred data such as word 
length or encoding etc.(especially when they were from different manufacturers) then in 
at least one implementation of the Ali and Greim and Kowalczyk teachings the boundary 
would have comprised different protocols. Clearly the processor connected to the 
network bus would have comprised an network processor. 

11. As per claim 6,7,16,17,29,30,37,38 One of ordinary skill would have been 
motivated to connected off the shelf components to aid the processor in processing 
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data. Since the Kowakczyk taught a network bus one of ordinary skill would have been 
motivated to connected the system to various type of networks including the 
INTERNET. In applications that would be characteristic of searching volumes of data 
via the INTERNET one of ordinary skill would have been motivated to coupled a 
classification coprocessor and an content addressable memory to search for data 
especially when the co-processor is used a conventional search engine. 

12. As per claims 8,9,18,19,31,39 Kowalczyk taught control logic signals via the 
connected buses when data is stored in the data memory (e.g., see col. 4, lines 1-31). 
Considering the devices connect to the buses would have comprised processor and co- 
processors (especially considering teachings of Ali and Greim) the signals to the bus 
would have been transmitted to the processor and co-processor. 

13. As per claim 10,20,32,40 Kowalczyk taught the memory comprises a dual ported 
synchronizing random access memory (10). Since Kowalczyk did not detail refresh of 
the memory it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill that the memory would 
have comprised a static random access memory. As to the burst capability of the 
memory since the memory is allowing switching of transfer between two buses one of 
ordinary skill would have been motivated to select an off the shelf memory with burst 
capability to facilitate quick transfer when a lot of data was being transferred. 

14. As per claims 21 ,22,33,41 The control logic of Kowalczyk performs that task for 
determining when to transfer data as described above and therefore allows the 
processor to communicate with the coprocessor as if the co-processor was directly 
connected with the processor. Also Since the Kowalczyk interface establishes the 
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network protocol (e.g., see col. 2, lines 41-57) The interface allows the processor to 
operate independently of the interface requirements of the coprocessor (that would 
have been connected to the network bus). 

15. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine the teachings of 
Ali and Kowalczyk. Both references were directed toward control of transfer of data 
between system devices via a memory with plural input and outputs. Ali taught the 
devices for transferring the data were processor and coprocessor that were on different 
cards or boards. In at least one implementation the transfer of data between the 
processor memory and coprocessor the processor would have coupled to a system 
bus. Kowalczyk taught the transfer was between a system bus and a network bus. 
Clearly the devices in a processing system storing data into a memory for transfer to 
another device on another bus would have comprised processors. The addition of the 
control of transfer to be between system bus and network bus would have allowed the 
combined system to transfer data between processors in a system to co-processors that 
were connected in a network. This control would have relieved the processor from 
having to determine when the coprocessor was ready for transfer of data. 



Response to Arguments 



Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-45 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Simmons (patent No. 5,406,472) disclosed a multi-lane controller (e.g., see 
abstract). 

Johnson (patent No. 6,622,185) disclosed a system for providing a real-time 
programmable interface to a genera purpose non-real-time computing system (e.g., see 
abstract). 

Olgiati (patent No. 6,782,445) disclosed a system comprising a processor an 
coprocessor (e.g., see abstract). 

Shakkarawar (patent No. 5,822,768) disclosed a dual ported memory for a 
unified memory architecture (e.g., see abstract). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eric Coleman whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4163. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (571) 272-4162. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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